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my fervent wish that the suffering en-
dured by all the Afghan people and
international workers be quickly re-
lieved.

f

THE ADMINISTRATION’S DECISION
OF VIEQUES BOMBING RUNS

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, last
week, the administration made head-
lines when it said it would stop the
bombing in Vieques.

But is that really true? Let’s look at
the fine print.

First, the administration did not
commit to stopping the bombing im-
mediately and permanently, as so
many of us have called for. In fact, the
bombing runs continue this week.

Second, the administration said it
would stop the bombing by May 1, 2003.
But is that really something new?
Let’s look at the date by which the
bombing would stop under the current
agreement and existing law, which pro-
vides for an end to the bombing if the
people vote for it. The current agree-
ment and existing law call for an end
to the bombing by May 1, 2003—the
very same date.

In other words, the administration is
saying nothing more than what current
law mandates if the people of Vieques
vote to stop the bombing.

If that is all the administration an-
nounced—that the bombing would stop
by the same date provided for under
current law—then this flurry of atten-
tion would be little more than an over-
blown story about this President’s de-
sire to abide by the letter and spirit of
the agreement entered into between
the Federal Government and the rep-
resentatives of the people of Vieques
and Puerto Rico.

But that is not all the administra-
tion announced. It also announced that
it wanted to stop the November ref-
erendum. The devil is in the details,
they say. Well, this is one powerful
devil of an idea that has not received
the scrutiny it deserves.

For what the administration is really
attempting to do is to undermine the
intent of the law and subvert the will
of the people of Vieques.

The administration says that a ref-
erendum is unnecessary, because it al-
ready plans to end the bombing by 2003.
I say a referendum is more important
than ever, because without an electoral
mandate to require an end to the
bombing, any administration expres-
sion of intent is nothing more than
that: an expression of intent. Not a
legal requirement. And ‘‘intentions’’
can change at a moment’s notice.

I wholeheartedly support all efforts
to find a viable alternative site to train
our naval forces. We need such train-
ing, to protect our national interest
and to protect our troops. And we must
work hard to find places and ways to
provide such a vital element of our de-
fense.

As I have said before, the people of
Puerto Rico are great patriots; its sons
and daughters volunteer for our Na-

tion’s armed forces at one of the high-
est rates in our country.

Thousands of Puerto Ricans have lost
their lives in service of their country
during all the wars of the 20th century.
We need the good training to protect
all our troops, many of whom are Puer-
to Rican.

So this is not a matter in which the
people of Vieques or Puerto Rico
should be pitted against the interests
of national security. We are all Ameri-
cans. We are all on the same team and
we want the same thing: the best
trained armed forces in the world.

And so, I agree with President Bush
when he says the ‘‘Navy will find an-
other place to practice.’’ I agree with
Secretary Powell when he says, ‘‘Let’s
find alternative ways of making sure
that our troops are ready . . . using
technology, using simulators and also
finding a place to conduct live fire.’’

But here’s the bottom line: Under
current law, if the people of Vieques
vote in November to end the bombing
by May 1, 2003, the bombing must end
by that date. Pure and simple. How-
ever, under the administration’s plan,
there will be no referendum. And there-
fore, there will be no mandate and no
requirement to end the bombing by
2003. Only a policy to do so. And that
policy could be altered by the Presi-
dent anytime between now and 2003.

In fact, Secretary Rumsfeld has al-
ready said that the Navy might stay on
Vieques for another, and I quote, ‘‘two,
three, four years’’ until it can arrange
‘‘the training that’s needed in other
ways.’’ Defense Department officials
were also quick to point out that while
the President said that the Navy would
find another place to practice within
‘‘a reasonable period of time’’ he never
defined ‘‘reasonable.’’

Secretary England said he wanted to
‘‘have us control our destiny,’’ mean-
ing the Navy, as opposed to allowing
what he called ‘‘this level of emotion’’
distract ‘‘our attention from the real
issue.’’

In other words, the will of the people
of Vieques is an ‘‘emotion’’ that must
be put aside, and the people of Vieques
should not control their destiny—the
Navy should.

I believe that is the wrong way to
deal with this very important issue. I
believe we should work toward a solu-
tion to this problem without circum-
venting the law of the land, without
abrogating an agreement, without ob-
viating the will of the American citi-
zens of Vieques.

I will stand up against any effort to
shut down the referendum in Vieques.
Let the votes be cast. Let them be
counted. And let the voice of the people
be heard and respected.

f

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
I rise today to speak about hate crimes
legislation I introduced with Senator
KENNEDY in March of this year. The

Local Law Enforcement Act of 2001
would add new categories to current
hate crimes legislation sending a sig-
nal that violence of any kind is unac-
ceptable in our society.

I would like to describe a terrible
crime that occurred June 2, 1999 in
West Palm Beach, FL. Two teenagers
admitted they beat a homosexual man
to death last year, alleging the attack
was provoked when the 118-pound vic-
tim called one of the young men ‘‘beau-
tiful.’’

I believe that government’s first duty
is to defend its citizens, to defend them
against the harms that come out of
hate. The Local Law Enforcement En-
hancement Act of 2001 is now a symbol
that can become substance. I believe
that by passing this legislation, we can
change hearts and minds as well.

f

THE DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING
JR. COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT
OF 2001

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of S. 355, a bill requir-
ing the Secretary of the Treasury to
mint coins in commemoration of the
contributions to our nation of the Rev.
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. The Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. Commemora-
tive Coin Act of 2001, S. 355, was intro-
duced by Senator MARY LANDRIEU on
February 15.

As we approach the 40th anniversary
of Dr. king’s ‘‘I have a dream’’ speech,
we remember that Dr. King was a man
larger than life who had an extraor-
dinary impact not only on the civil
rights movement, but also on the his-
tory of America. He was living proof
that non-violence can change the
world.

In the last session of Congress, this
measure was introduced in both the
House and Senate, but no action was
taken on the floor. My constituents,
however, concerned themselves with
the issues and the Borough Council of
Fair Lawn, NJ, passed Resolution 315–
2000 urging that the measure be adopt-
ed and the commemorative coins be au-
thorized for the year 2003.

David L. Ganz, the Mayor of the Bor-
ough of Fair Lawn is a former member
of the Citizens Commemorative Coin
Advisory Committee, a long-time advo-
cate of using commemorative coins
properly, and an avid coin collector. In
an article appearing in COINage maga-
zine, a monthly trade publication, in
the July 2001 issue, Mr. Ganz argues
that ‘‘the accomplishments of Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr. transcend the
work of presidents and academicians
and cut across cultural lines. His life’s
work ultimately affected the fabric of
American society . . . worthy of the
Nobel Peace Prize in 1904 . . . [and lead-
ing to] social justice for a whole class
of citizens and a generation of Ameri-
cans.’’

This is a remarkable opportunity to
honor a remarkable man, and I urge
the Banking Committee, and ulti-
mately this body, to promptly enact
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